Introduction
In the last decade, scientific productivity has become the main indicator of higher education quality, both in terms of institution and faculty reputation. Within this scenario, funds for research, tenure track positions, scholarships, and academic recognition are some of the factors that motivate researchers to produce and publish an increasing number of scientific publication. In the academic sphere, however, intellectual authorship seems to be a controversial point (CARNEIRO et al., 2007; HOWARD, 1995; PETROIANU, 2002) , mainly regarding the setting of criteria for deciding to whom it should be attributed (CARNEIRO et al., 2007; GARCIA et al., 2010; GRIEGER, 2005; MONTEIRO et al., 2004; PETROIANU, 2002; WITTER, 2010) .
Because it involves questions of identity and power relations, authorship attribution becomes an issue for discussion in current academic practices. Thus, the aim of this paper is to provide an overview on the Conversations (GEE, 1999) 
about authorship in the field of Applied
Linguistics from 2012 to 2015. By exploring issues related to intellectual responsibility, attribution, collaborative writing and literacy practices, this paper aims at contributing to the umbrella project "Letramento acadêmico/científico e participação periférica legítima em comunidades de produção de conhecimento" (MOTTA-ROTH, 2013) , whose research team is dedicated to the study of academic literacies as discursive and social practices, i.e., activities in which people get involved when living their social lives (MEURER, 2004, p. 138) .
The term Conversations, as proposed by Gee (1999, p. 13 our umbrella project, we recontextualize this term to refer to current theoretical discussions held in the literature of a given scientific area about a specific topic.
In this paper, we aim at exploring the topic of authorship In order to discuss authorship in recent research, we have organized this paper in three sections. In Section 1, we briefly present three main concepts that constitute the theoretical framework. The methodology adopted in our study is described in Section 2. Next,
in Section 3, we compare the articles that constitute the corpus in relation to how their authors conceive authorship. In the final section, we offer concluding remarks by pointing out that dialogicity and ethical awareness seem to be pervasive features in the various conceptualizations of authorship proposed in the published work we have analysed.
Theoretical framework
In this section, we will present definitions for the concepts of academic authorship, academic literacies and legitimate peripheral participation, which are central to our discussion of authorship.
Academic Authorship
When discussing the scientific field, Bourdieu (2004) claims that "the 'pure' universe of even the 'purest' science is a social field like any other, with its distribution of power and its monopolies, struggles and strategies, interests and profits, but it is a field in which all these invariants take on specific forms" (2004, p. 31) . A constitutive part of these power struggles and strategies is the dispute around the attribution of authorship, which varies between the undue inclusion and exclusion of participants in the process of writing a scientific paper for publication. Participation in data collection, equipment borrowing to produce the results, or being a well-known researcher, which would increase the chance of acceptance for publication are some of the reasons to offer authorship to someone who in fact has not given substantial contribution to the work as a whole (CARNEIRO et al., 2007; GARCIA et al., 2010; MONTEIRO et al., 2004) . On the other hand, the erasure of an author's name may occur due to personal misunderstanding among researchers (CARNEIRO et al., 2007; MONTEIRO et al., 2004) , lack of interest in research by the student after defending a thesis or a dissertation, or change of research group.
As a result of this ethical dilemma, some researchers (PETROIANU, 2002; WITTER, 2010) , especially in healthcare areas, have suggested a set of criteria to quantify the various actions involved in the attribution of authorship in a scientific paper. In Medicine, for example, Petroianu In the same line of thought, a similar set of quantitative criteria has been developed by Witter (2010) extension, the definition of authorship is "subject to several and even diverging interpretations at the level of concept and practice" (MIRANDA et al., 2007, p. 35) .
The author of a scientific paper has been variously defined as: the subject who takes more intellectual responsibility for research design, contributing with ideas (PETROIANU, 2005; KERBAUY, 2005) ; "the one who reads, selects and analyzes previous, shared and established knowledge agreed by a scientific community" (CHRISTOFE, 1996, p. 12);  or to whom credit and responsibility for what is written are attributed (HOEY, 2000) . Garcia et al. (2010) and Miranda et al. (2007) suggest that authorship is an institution in crisis, pointing out that the concept of author itself should be reformulated. We assume the need to stimulate discussion on this topic in order to uncover assumptions about the prerogative of authorship.
A sense of authorship is developed through gradual participation in the activities system of a disciplinary community. An activity system is "any ongoing, object directed, historically conditioned, dialectically structured, tool-mediated human interaction" (RUSSELL, 1997, p. 510).
To participate in the activity system of research, learning academic writing practices is a challenge to be faced. Academic writing has been approached through three models that will be described in the next section. Lea and Street (1998) carry out a case study in two British universities to identify and highlight different expectations of teachers and students in relation to written assignments. They identify three perspectives adopted in the teaching of academic writing: study skills, academic socialization and academic literacy.
Academic literacies
In the study skills perspective, success in written production is viewed as a set of skills achieved through learning generic study skills without necessarily taking into account context peculiarities of each area of knowledge. This perspective in academic writing/teaching practices has been developed as a response to complaints that graduate students are not sufficiently well prepared for the job market (BASTALICH;
BEHREND; BLOOMFIELD, 2014, p. 373).
The second approach to writing, the academic socialization perspective is based on social psychology, anthropology and constructivist education. In this perspective, the advisor is responsible for guiding students into the academic world. there is a common sense that "academic writing consists of rule and strategy-based practices". Thus, in order to become an active member in the academic context, academic socialization demands that students master these rules and strategies to participate in an increasing number of its writing practices.
Finally, the academic literacies approach emphasizes literacy as social practices. Student writing is seen as part of identity and the institutions in which these practices occur are seen as sites of discourse and power (LEA; STREET, 1998) . This is a broader theoretical model in comparison to the study skills or the academic socialization approaches, but rather than mutually excluding or succeeding each other in a linear temporal dimension (LEA; STREET, 1998) , the academic literacies model comprises features of both approaches. Academic literacies encompass academic social and discursive practices mediated by reading and writing. These practices are organized in genres that constitute the academic life, such as research project, abstracts for conferences, reviews and articles for publication and the graduation final work. Encouraging participation in the genres that pertain to this sphere of activity empowers students (COPE; KALANTZIS, 1993, p.7) .
This assumption that participation in academic literacies practices creates a sense of authorship highlights the importance of the concept of Legitimate Peripheral Participation (LPP) (LAVE; WENGER, 1991; WENGER, 1998) as explained in the following section.
Legitimate Peripheral Participation
In their seminal book Situated Learning: Legitimate Peripheral Participation, Lave and Wenger introduce "a way of understanding learning" (1991, p.40) , which emphasizes learning as participation of novice members in the sociocultural activities system of a professional community of practice toward their full participation in this system. to how long and how engaged they are in the practices of a group.
Such process involves issues of construction of identities and unequal

Methodological approach
This section is organized as follows: a) universe of analysis, b) data collection and corpus of analysis, and c) procedures of analysis and interpretation.
Universe of analysis
The starting point of this bibliographic research was the 
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Contemporary conversations on authorship...
After collecting the corpus, we proceeded with the textual analysis whose procedures are described in Section 2.3.
Data collection and text analysis procedures
We adopted the theoretical framework of Critical Discourse Analysis (FAIRCLOUGH, 1992 (FAIRCLOUGH, , 2003 to interpret the role of lexical choices to construct the discourses on authorship. Fairclough (2003, p. 5) strongly suggests that the systemic functional approach (HALLIDAY; HASAN, 1989, p. 15; MATTHIESSEN, 2004 MATTHIESSEN, , 2014 ) be adopted due to its focus on "(...) the relationship between language and other elements and aspects of social life (...)". Thus, in order to organize the data, the steps below were followed: a) All the passages containing occurrences of the terms authorship, author, writing, text production, written discourse, academic/scientific production, academic genres were selected.
b) clauses were classified as participants, processes and circumstances.
Results and discussion
Our analysis will be presented in two parts. First, we will present central issues that guide the discussion on authorship in the analyzed articles. Secondly, we outline practices that are associated with authorship and academic writing.
How is authorship conceived and what are the attributes associated with it?
Academic writing practices present challenges for students and teachers who assist this process of transition from school to university, especially in terms of use of language "as a form of social practice" (FAIRCLOUGH; WODAK, 1997, p.258) In the following, we highlight each of these features, illustrating them with examples.
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a) Dialogicity
The first element, dialogicity, is rooted in the work of Bakhtin's Circle. Within this perspective, written discourse "responds to something, objects to something, affirms something, anticipates possible responses and objections, seeks support, and so on" (VOLOSINOV, 1973, p. 95) .
By constructing their argument, the author has responsibility for organizing the multiple voices of the polyphonic texts that constitute scientific production (ARAÚJO; DIEB, 2013, p.98) . In this sense, authorship involves dialogue with both past and future publications. At the same time authors include a multiplicity of voices with which they may agree or disagree, they are also in a flux of discussion with their target audience (Example 2).
(2) DELTA#3 Thus, the author is entitled to choose and adopt utterances to support their own perspective. At the same time, his own utterances are articulated to respond to previous ones.
In example 3, learning how to situate one's own work within the wider context of a scientific field is a prerequisite for participating effectively in the academic social practices mediated by language. The third element that has been associated with authorship is ideological positioning, which is often closely related to a dialogical perspective. As suggested by Example 5, when authors write a manuscript for a journal, they have a specific readership in mind whom they intend to guide across the development of their particular ideas, either generating agreement or disagreement.
Example 6 points out that by choosing modal adjuncts of polarity and intensity, authors construct an axiological position toward the voices they include in their text. Lexical choices such as "not" and "very" are examples of this strategy. To know what others have written before writing an academic genre, decide whether to engage with the ideas presented and learn how to quote properly are issues to be concerned with. These academic social practices also have implications on ethical aspects, such as plagiarism, "the most dangerous kind of appropriation in the sciences" (BIAGIOLI, 2012, p. 458) .
Learning how to give credit and recognition when incorporating the ideas of others is one of the core concerns that arose in the discussions of almost all articles. Examples are given in the next section.
How is authorship exercised?
Writing the literature review or the results and discussion sections in a paper is an exercise of articulating discourses from other authors' texts. Therefore, properly referencing the sources on which the work is based minimizes the risk of unethical practices or even the risk of a lawsuit. Thus, quoting practices have been mentioned on a number of occasions in the literature. By removing some words from the passage quoted, students are omitting essential elements to the understanding of what is described. In Example 8, it is highlighted that, in scientific authorship, citation is a social practice. Therefore, students should be oriented on citation conventions and stimulated to practice it since their first year at university. Consequently, the author also benefits from citation. Being a highly cited professor, for instance, results in professional recognition and it may attract financial resources, such as scholarships, funding for developing projects, etc. As pointed out before, plagiarism has been a constant concern in the articles reviewed and it seems that information technologies have enhanced the opportunities to copy and paste material without giving proper credit. Two authors recommend that school and undergraduate students receive guidance on avoiding scientific misconduct. The internet has been cited as a source and facilitator of students' unethical behavior when preparing an assignment.
Conclusions
In this paper, we reviewed nine articles published in well- give newcomers access to the multiple academic literacy social practices and dialogues.
